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Continuation of Substance of Interview including description of the general nature of what was agreed to if an 
agreement was reached, or any other comments: Mr. Anderson had argued that Cardinal, Jr. employs multiple rollers 
for laying multiple sheets at one time and would therefore, not need a transversely movable carriage. Examiner had 
remarked that only two trucks of Cardinal, Jr. would be needed to lay down any number of sheets. Mr. Anderson added 
that employing the teachings of Benson et al. is not a fair modification of Cardinal, Jr. since Benson et al deals with a 
cloth-spreading machine as opposed to an apparatus employed to lay down sheets of "geosynthetic liners" which Mr. 
Anderson had argued are considerably heavier. Examiner had stated that a further review of the rejection would be 
made upon Applicant's submission of arguments in response thereto.. 
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